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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in response to the amendment filed 1 8 June 2009. 

2. Claims 1, 6, 10, 16, 18, 19 and 23 were amended. 

3. Claims 1-25 are pending in this Office Action. 

Response to Amendment 

4. Applicant's amendments and arguments with respect to claims 1-25 filed on 18 June 
2009 have been fully considered but they are deemed to be moot in view of the new grounds 
of rejection. 

5. Applicant Argues: It is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction 
manual or template to piece together the teachings of the cited art so that the claimed 
invention is rendered obvious. Specifically, one cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick 
and choose among isolated disclosures in the art to deprecate the claimed invention. It 
appears that the present rejection reflects an impermissible attempt to use the instant claims 
as a guide or roadmap in formulating the rejection using impermissible hindsight 
reconstruction of the invention. 

6. In Response: The examiner respectfully submits that in response to applicant's argument 
that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it 
must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a 
reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only 
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knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was 
made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

Additionally, in response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are 
based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Specification 

7. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: Applicant's claim 6 cites "the first command including a computer 
instruction other than a search instruction" but the examiner can find no explicit mention of 
the instruction other than a search instruction. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

8. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

9. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
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described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. Nowhere in the specification does the phrase "the first command 
including a computer instruction other than a search instruction" appear. 

Any negative limitation or exclusionary proviso must have basis in the original 
disclosure. If alternative elements are positively recited in the specification, they may be 
explicitly excluded in the claims. See In re Johnson, 558 F.2d 1008, 1019, 194 USPQ 187, 
196 (CCPA 1977) ("[the] specification, having described the whole, necessarily described 
the part remaining."). See also Ex parte Grasselli, 231 USPQ 393 (Bd. App. 1983), aff 'd 
mem., 738 F.2d 453 (Fed. Cir. 1984). The mere absence of a positive recitation is not basis 
for an exclusion. Any claim containing a negative limitation which does not have basis in the 
original disclosure should be rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. See MPEP § 2173.05(i). 

10. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1 1 . Claim 6 recites the limitation "the first command including a computer instruction other 
than a search instruction." There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the 
claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the ait to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 1-3, 5-14, 16-20 and 22-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
anticipated by Stevenson et al. (U.S. 7,257,585) in view of Baird et al. (U.S. 2002/0188603) 
in view of in view of Debaty (U.S. 2004/0015484) and further in view of Skillen et al. (U.S. 
6,098,065). 

Stevenson teaches the invention substantially as claimed including an embodiment that is 
an add-on to a browser allowing the browser to augment files "on the fly," i.e. where the user 
directs a browser to a resource located on a network, the method analyzes the file as it is 
opened by the browser, augments the file with appropriate hyperlinks, and displays the 
augmented file with active hyperlinks. "Clicking on" the hyperlink will redirect the browser 
to the associated uniform resource locator (see Summary of Invention). 

14. With respect to claims 1, 10 and 19, Stevenson teaches a network based system for 
retrieving information, said system comprising: a client system comprising a user interface 
and a browser (Stevenson, col. 2, lines 45-52); a centralized database for storing information 
(Stevenson, Fig. 2, element 39; col. 4, lines 45-47); and a server system configured to be 
coupled to said client system and said database (Stevenson, Fig. 2, element 33; col. 4, line 
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50), said server system further configured to: enable a user to select an object from an 
electronic document displayed on said user interface (Stevenson, Fig. 7, element 133; col. 5, 
lines 21-22 and 51-53). 

Stevenson does not explicitly teach a user being able to customize the function menu. 

However, Baird teaches display a function menu on said user interface to prompt a user 
to select a desired function to apply to the selected object; receive the selected object and the 
selected function from said client system; process the selected object by applying the selected 
function to the selected object to produce a processed object (Baird, page 3, paragraph 25); 
and the result generated by the vendor web server based on the processed object (Baird, page 
5, paragraph 43 and page 2, paragraph 14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Stevenson in view of Baird in order to enable a user to customize the 
function menu. One would be motivated to do so in order to allow a user to configure a 
search tool using the Internet or other network from within an application. 

The combination of Stevenson and Baird does not explicitly teach the use of a purchasing 
function associated with a vendor website wherein the purchasing function initiates a 
purchase of an item using the vendor web site, the item associated with the selected object. 

However, Debaty teaches the selected function including a purchasing function 
associated with a vendor website wherein the purchasing function initiates a purchase of an 
item using the vendor web site, the item associated with the selected object (Debaty, Fig. 5; 
page 3, paragraph 36 and page 4, paragraph 20); the vendor web server hosing the vendor 
web site (Debaty, page 3, paragraph 36). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the combination of Stevenson and Baird in view of Debaty in order to 
enable the use of a purchasing function associated with a vendor website wherein the 
purchasing function initiates a purchase of an item using the vendor web site, the item 
associated with the selected object. One would be motivated to do so in order to dramatically 
enhance the capabilities of the web browser of the client because the user can now simply 
click on the added URLs to invoke the respective context-aware services within their 
respective personalized environments. 

The combination of Stevenson, Baird and Debaty docs not explicitly teach the use of a 
server and a web server. 

However, Skillen teaches transmit the processed object from said server system to a web 
server in connection therewith (Skillen, col. 4, lines 30-35); receive a result from the web 
server at said server system including at least a resulting web page; determine whether 
further processing of the result is necessary to complete the selected function; and transmit at 
least one of the result and another output to said client system (Skillen, col. 4, lines 41-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the combination of Stevenson, Baird and Debaty in view of Skillen in 
order to enable the use of a server and a web server. One would be motivated to do so in 
order to allow a user to quickly find the relevant information for which the user is looking 
without leaving the user to his/her own imagination to try to think of all the alternative 
descriptions of a product or service. 
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15. With respect to claims 2, 1 1 and 20 Stevenson teaches the invention described in claims 
1,10 and 19, including a method further comprising: processing at the client system the at 
least one of the resulting web page and other output; and prompting the user to select a 
command to perform on the resulting web page (Stevenson, col. 5, lines 60-65). 

16. With respect to claim 3, Stevenson teaches the invention described in claim 1, including a 
method wherein selecting an object from an electronic document further comprises selecting 
an object including at least one of text, a hyperlink, a picture, a sound file, a video file, and 
any selectable object included within the electronic document (Stevenson, Fig. 7, element 
133; col. 5, lines 21-22 and 51-53). 

17. With respect to claims 5, 12 and 22, Stevenson teaches the invention described in claims 
1, 10 and 19, including a method wherein selecting an object from an electronic document 
further comprises utilizing a text-grabbing algorithm to select the object (Stevenson, Figs. 4- 
7; col. 5, lines 8-34). 

18. With respect to claims 6, 16 and 23, Stevenson teaches the invention described in claims 
1,10 and 19, including a method for retrieving information using a server system (Stevenson, 
Fig. 2, element 33; col. 4, line 50) coupled to a centralized database (Stevenson, Fig. 2, 
element 39; col. 4, lines 45-47) and at least one client system (Stevenson, col. 2, lines 45-52), 
said method comprising: selecting an object from an electronic document displayed on a 
client system (Stevenson, Fig. 7, element 133; col. 5, lines 21-22 and 51-53). 
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Stevenson does not explicitly teach a user being able to customize the function menu. 

However, Baird teaches displaying a function menu on the client system to prompt a user 
to select a desired function; transmitting the selected object and the selected function from 
the client system to the server system; processing the selected object by applying the selected 
function at the server system (Baird, page 3, paragraph 25); communicating with a target web 
server to complete the processing of the selected object; and transmitting at least one of a 
resulting web page and other output to the client system (Baird, page 3, paragraph 27) and a 
method wherein displaying a function menu on the client system further comprises enabling 
the user to designate first a web site as a target web site for a first function included within 
the function menu (Baird, page 4, paragraph 31). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Stevenson in view of Baird in order to enable a user to customize the 
function menu. One would be motivated to do so in order to allow a user to configure a 
search tool using the Internet or other network from within an application. 

The combination of Stevenson and Baird does not explicitly teach the use of a first 
command including a computer instruction other than a search instruction. 

However, Debaty teaches the selected function including a purchasing function 
associated with a vendor website wherein the purchasing function initiates a purchase of an 
item using the vendor web site, the item associated with the selected object (Debaty, Fig. 5; 
page 3, paragraph 36 and page 4, paragraph 20); the vendor web server hosing the vendor 
web site (Debaty, page 3, paragraph 36) and associate a first command with the first function 
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executable using the first web site, the first command including a computer instruction other 
than a search instruction (Debaty, page 3, paragraph 36). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the combination of Stevenson and Baird in view of Debaty in order to 
enable the use of a first command including a computer instruction other than a search 
instruction. One would be motivated to do so in order to dramatically enhance the 
capabilities of the web browser of the client because the user can now simply click on the 
added URLs to invoke the respective context-aware services within their respective 
personalized environments. 

19. With respect to claims 7, 17 and 24, Stevenson teaches the invention described in claims 
1,10 and 19, including a method for retrieving information using a server system (Stevenson, 
Fig. 2, element 33; col. 4, line 50) coupled to a centralized database (Stevenson, Fig. 2, 
element 39; col. 4, lines 45-47) and at least one client system (Stevenson, col. 2, lines 45-52), 
said method comprising: selecting an object from an electronic document displayed on a 
client system (Stevenson, Fig. 7, element 133; col. 5, lines 21-22 and 51-53). 

Stevenson does not explicitly teach a user being able to customize the function menu. 
However, Baird teaches displaying a function menu on the client system to prompt a user 
to select a desired function; transmitting the selected object and the selected function from 
the client system to the server system; processing the selected object by applying the selected 
function at the server system (Baird, page 3, paragraph 25); communicating with a target web 
server to complete the processing of the selected object; and transmitting at least one of a 



Application/Control Number: 10/803,288 Page 11 

Art Unit: 2446 

resulting web page and other output to the client system (Baird, page 3, paragraph 27) and a 
method wherein displaying a function menu on the client system further comprises enabling 
the user to customize the function menu by selecting each function included within the 
function menu (Baird, page 4, paragraph 31). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Stevenson in view of Baird in order to enable a user to customize the 
function menu. One would be motivated to do so in order to allow a user to configure a 
search tool using the Internet or other network from within an application. 

20. With respect to claims 8 and 13, Stevenson teaches the invention described in claims 1 
and 10, including a method wherein displaying a function menu on the client system further 
comprises displaying a function menu on the client system by utilizing at least one of a 
mouse, a keyboard, a track-ball, a joystick, a digitizing pad, a touch screen, a voice activation 
device, and any input device connected to the client system (Stevenson, col. 5, lines 51-53). 

21. With respect to claims 9 and 25, Stevenson teaches the invention described in claims 1 
and 19, including a method for retrieving information using a server system (Stevenson, Fig. 
2, element 33; col. 4, line 50) coupled to a centralized database (Stevenson, Fig. 2, element 
39; col. 4, lines 45-47) and at least one client system (Stevenson, col. 2, lines 45-52), said 
method comprising: selecting an object from an electronic document displayed on a client 
system (Stevenson, Fig. 7, element 133; col. 5, lines 21-22 and 51-53). 

Stevenson does not explicitly teach a user being able to customize the function menu. 
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However, Baird teaches displaying a function menu on the client system to prompt a user 
to select a desired function; transmitting the selected object and the selected function from 
the client system to the server system; processing the selected object by applying the selected 
function at the server system (Baird, page 3, paragraph 25); communicating with a target web 
server to complete the processing of the selected object; and transmitting at least one of a 
resulting web page and other output to the client system (Baird, page 3, paragraph 27) and a 
method wherein processing the selected object by applying the selected function at the server 
system further comprises: generating a plurality of universal resource locators (URLs) based 
on the selected object and the selected function (Baird, page 3, paragraph 25); 
communicating with each target web server corresponding to each of the plurality of URLs 
(Baird, page 2, paragraph 13); generating a processing result at each of the target web servers 
by processing the selected object (Baird, page 4, paragraph 33); transmitting the results from 
each of the target web servers to the server system; and processing each of the results at the 
server system before transmitting at least one resulting web page and other output to the 
client system (Baird, page 4, paragraphs 27 and 34). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Stevenson in view of Baird in order to enable a user to customize the 
function menu. One would be motivated to do so in order to allow a user to configure a 
search tool using the Internet or other network from within an application. 
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22. With respect to claim 14, Stevenson teaches the invention described in claim 10, 
including a system wherein said client system further comprises at least one of a cell phone, a 
computer, a personal digital assistant (PDA), and a television (Stevenson, col. 2, lines 45-52). 

23. With respect to claim 18, Stevenson teaches the invention described in claim 10, 
including a method for retrieving information using a server system (Stevenson, Fig. 2, 
element 33; col. 4, line 50) coupled to a centralized database (Stevenson, Fig. 2, element 39; 
col. 4, lines 45-47) and at least one client system (Stevenson, col. 2, lines 45-52), said 
method comprising: selecting an object from an electronic document displayed on a client 
system (Stevenson, Fig. 7, element 133; col. 5, lines 21-22 and 51-53). 

Stevenson does not explicitly teach a user being able to customize the function menu. 

However, Baird teaches displaying a function menu on the client system to prompt a user 
to select a desired function; transmitting the selected object and the selected function from 
the client system to the server system; processing the selected object by applying the selected 
function at the server system (Baird, page 3, paragraph 25); communicating with a target web 
server to complete the processing of the selected object; and transmitting at least one of a 
resulting web page and other output to the client system (Baird, page 3, paragraph 27) and a 
method wherein processing the selected object by applying the selected function at the server 
system further comprises: generating a plurality of universal resource locators (URLs) based 
on the selected object and the selected function (Baird, page 3, paragraph 25); 
communicating with each target web server corresponding to each of the plurality of URLs 
(Baird, page 2, paragraph 13); generating a processing result at each of the target web servers 
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by processing the selected object (Baird, page 4, paragraph 33); transmitting the results from 
each of the target web servers to the server system; and processing each of the results at the 
server system before transmitting at least one resulting web page and other output to the 
client system (Baird, page 4, paragraphs 27 and 34). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Stevenson in view of Baird in order to enable a user to customize the 
function menu. One would be motivated to do so in order to allow a user to configure a 
search tool using the Internet or other network from within an application. 

The combination of Stevenson and Baird docs not explicitly teach the use of a vendor 
web server. 

However, Debaty teaches communicate with a vendor web server corresponding to each 
of the plurality of URLs (Debaty, Fig. 5; page 3, paragraph 36 and page 4, paragraph 20); 
receive a processing result from each of the vendor web servers (Debaty, page 3, paragraph 
36). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the combination of Stevenson and Baird in view of Debaty in order to 
enable the use of a vendor web server. One would be motivated to do so in order to 
dramatically enhance the capabilities of the web browser of the client because the user can 
now simply click on the added URLs to invoke the respective context-aware services within 
their respective personalized environments. 



Application/Control Number: 10/803,288 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2446 

24. Claims 4, 15 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stevenson in view of Baird in view of Debaty in view of Skillen and further in view of Bates 
et al. (U.S. 6,735,347). 

25. With respect to claims 4, 15 and 21, Stevenson teaches the invention described in claims 
1, 10 and 19, including a network based system for retrieving information, said system 
comprising: a client system comprising a user interface and a browser (Stevenson, col. 2, 
lines 45-52); a centralized database for storing information (Stevenson, Fig. 2, element 39; 
col. 4, lines 45-47); and a server system configured to be coupled to said client system and 
said database (Stevenson, Fig. 2, element 33; col. 4, line 50), said server system further 
configured to: enable a user to select an object from an electronic document displayed on 
said user interface (Stevenson, Fig. 7, element 133; col. 5, lines 21-22 and 51-53). 

Stevenson does not explicitly teach a user being able to customize the function menu. 

However, Baird teaches display a function menu on said user interface to prompt a user 
to select a desired function to apply to the selected object; receive the selected object and the 
selected function from said client system; process the selected object by applying the selected 
function to the selected object to produce a processed object (Baird, page 3, paragraph 25); 
and the result generated by the vendor web server based on the processed object (Baird, page 
5, paragraph 43 and page 2, paragraph 14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Stevenson in view of Baird in order to enable a user to customize the 
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function menu. One would be motivated to do so in order to allow a user to configure a 
search tool using the Internet or other network from within an application. 

The combination of Stevenson and Baird does not explicitly teach the use of a purchasing 
function associated with a vendor website wherein the purchasing function initiates a 
purchase of an item using the vendor web site, the item associated with the selected object. 

However, Debaty teaches the selected function including a purchasing function 
associated with a vendor website wherein the purchasing function initiates a purchase of an 
item using the vendor web site, the item associated with the selected object (Debaty, Fig. 5; 
page 3, paragraph 36 and page 4, paragraph 20); the vendor web server hosing the vendor 
web site (Debaty, page 3, paragraph 36). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the combination of Stevenson and Baird in view of Debaty in order to 
enable the use of a purchasing function associated with a vendor website wherein the 
purchasing function initiates a purchase of an item using the vendor web site, the item 
associated with the selected object. One would be motivated to do so in order to dramatically 
enhance the capabilities of the web browser of the client because the user can now simply 
click on the added URLs to invoke the respective context-aware services within their 
respective personalized environments. 

The combination of Stevenson, Baird and Debaty does not explicitly teach the use of a 
server and a web server. 

However, Skillen teaches transmit the processed object from said server system to a web 
server in connection therewith (Skillen, col. 4, lines 30-35); receive a result from the web 
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server at said server system including at least a resulting web page; determine whether 
further processing of the result is necessary to complete the selected function; and transmit at 
least one of the result and another output to said client system (Skillen, col. 4, lines 41-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the combination of Stevenson, Baird and Debaty in view of Skillen in 
order to enable the use of a server and a web server. One would be motivated to do so in 
order to allow a user to quickly find the relevant information for which the user is looking 
without leaving the user to his/her own imagination to try to think of all the alternative 
descriptions of a product or service. 

The combination of Stevenson, Baird, Debaty and Skillen does not explicitly teach the 
use of OCR. 

However, Bates teaches a method wherein selecting an object from an electronic 
document further comprises: processing the selected object using optical character 
recognition (OCR) and extracting text from the selected object using OCR (Bates, col. 5, 
lines 15-56). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the combination of Stevenson, Baird, Debaty and Skillen in view of 
Bates in order to enable the use of OCR. One would be motivated to do so in order to convert 
textual information contained within an image easily and automatically. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Alicia Baturay whose telephone number is (571) 272-3981. The examiner 
can normally be reached at 7:30am - 5pm, Monday - Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Jeffrey Pwu can be reached on (571) 272-6798. The fax number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Alicia Baturay 
October 7, 2009 



/Jeffrey Pwu/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2446 



